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Foreword

The question of how best to organize the United States Army’s air
arm had been contentious from the time of the First World War. Legislation
to give the air arm greater autonomy or even independence had been intro-
duced in the Congress in the interwar years. Although independence would
not be achieved until after World War 11, the air arm during the interwar
period made remarkable progress towards this goal. In 1926 the Army Air
Corps was established, and in 1934 the Baker Board directed the formation
of the General Headquarters Air Force, giving the Army air arm a measure
of autonomy. On the eve of the Second World War, the War Department cre-
ated the Army Air Forces. Although falling short of independence, these
were important steps forward on the road to the creation of today’s global
Air Force.

R. Earl McClendon’s classic Autonomy of the Air Arm describes the
Army air arm’s struggle for autonomy over almost forty years, from 1907 to
the close of World War II. McClendon’s narrative details the contentious
evolution of the Army Air Forces (AAF) in March 1942 as a fully coequal
branch with the Army Ground Forces (AGF). Following the end of the war,
President Harry S. Truman firmly positioned himself in favor of “air parity”
and an independent Air Force. McClendon emphasizes that “for the first
time in the history of American aviation the Commander-in-Chief of the
armed forces definitely took a stand in favor of an independent military air
arm.” Truman’s firm leadership on this issue ultimately resulted in passage
of the National Security Act of 1947. After four decades of prolonged ges-
tation, the United States Air Force was born.

RICHARD P. HALLION
Air Force Historian

iii




Preface

At the present time, in accordance with the provisions of the
National Security Act of 1947, the United States military air arm occupies a
position coordinate with the Army and Navy in the system of national
defense. As a part of the National Military Establishment the United States
Air Force under the Department of the Air Force corresponds, respectively,
to the United States Army under the Department of the Army and the United
States Navy under the Department of the Navy. Developments leading imme-
diately to the adoption of the act in question, a complete analysis of the terms
of the measure, and a survey of the steps taken towards its implementation
await an appropriate study by way of objective examination and review. It is
reasonable to assume meanwhile that the innumerable problems which have
arisen, and will continue to arise, in connection with the present organization
of the United States Air Force, and its relation to the other branches of the
armed services, may be understood best against a background of knowledge
relating to the struggle for autonomy on the part of the military air arm, the
beginnings of which long antedated the adoption of the National Security Act
of 1947. Prepared primarily for the use of the faculty and students of the Air
University, the present work is an attempt to provide such a study.

Almost from the time in 1907 when the Aeronautical Division was
activated in the Signal Corps aviation enthusiasts, both within and without
the service, commenced agitation for a separation of military aeronautics
from its parent body. Through means of an executive order this was ac-
complished in 1918 as a war measure. Two years later by statutory action the
Air Service, as it then was called, became a combatant arm or line of the
Army. In 1926 the Air Corps was created. Meanwhile the movement for free-
dom or autonomy definitely had assumed two major forms: The suggestion
of a separate executive department of aeronautics (variously indicated by
such titles as “air” and “aviation”); and that of a department of national
defense, in which military aviation would be coordinate with the regular
ground and the sea forces. For more than twenty years after the end of World
War 1 such proposals encountered stout resistance on the part of those who
wielded the reins of authority in the traditional departments relating to
national defense and the respective units under their jurisdiction, particularly
the War Department General Staff; and they amassed but relatively little
strength in the halls of Congress.




PREFACE

During the middle thirties a “compromise” was effected in the
activation of the General Headquarters Air Force. Advocates of an indepen-
dent air arm made considerable headway towards their ultimate goal with the
creation of the Army Air Forces shortly before the United States became an
active belligerent in World War II. Then by virtue of the reorganization of
the Army, which was effected soon after Pearl Harbor, and the exigencies of
the military situation the Army Air Forces gained what amounted virtually
to complete autonomy within the framework of the War Department. Since
this development was based fundamentally upon a temporary war measure,
however, without further action on the part of Congress the position of the
air arm eventually would have reverted to its former status.

Although having dealt with what at times proved to be a highly con-
troversial subject, and one on which considerable warmth of feeling was
exhibited, the writer ventures to express the hope that an attempt to be al-
together objective in his approach has been successful. A cursory examina-
tion of the attached bibliography will reveal the general nature and scope of
the sources which have been consulted. As may be noted, these cover mainly
various executive agencies of the government, particularly that of the War
Department; the Army itself; the air arm, indicated at different at times by
different titles; Congress; and public opinion in general. Off-hand it may
appear that the latter has been slighted somewhat, in view of the fact that the
bibliography does not carry a listing of newspapers. As a matter of fact, how-
ever, that important source of information has not been neglected altogether.
Many of the articles and editorials in the periodicals which have been listed
as references were based either directly or indirectly upon news stories and
editorials appearing in the daily press. Morcover, as is well known, members
of Congress are wont to buttress their arguments with these statements of
fact and opinion, with the result that in many cases the whole texts of such

documentary evidence find their way to the pages of the Congressional
Record.

R. EARL McCLENDON
December 1948
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NOTE TO THE REVISED EDITION

This study appeared originally in a limited number of typewritten
copies. Subsequent interest in a wider circulation prompted the preparation
of a second edition. The author then seized the opportunity to elect a num-
ber of desirable though minor revisions throughout the entire work. By far
the greater portion of them were altogether insignificant with respect to the
subject matter involved, being restricted to slight changes in organization
and phraseology in the endless effort to improve composition and style. A
few were based upon documentary materials inaccessible to the writer at the
beginning. Though it tended to round out the purely narrative aspects, the
new evidence did not elect the main theme.nor alter in any wise conclusions
which had been drawn. A correction made in the title, incidentally, should
indicate clearly that the terminal date for the study (and this for both edi-
tions) approximates the beginning rather than the end of the year 1946.

It seems appropriate to state here that in the interval between the ap-
pearance of these two editions the author has spent considerable time work-
ing on what is expected will become a sequel to this volume. As presently
conceived, it consists principally in a history of the immediate background,
and the first two years of the “unification” of the armed forces of the United
States, as provided in the National Security Act of 1947 and subsequent
amendments.

R. Earl McClendon
November 1950
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The Genesis of the present United States Air Force as an organization
may be established as 1 August 1907 when Brig. Gen. James Allen, Chief
Signal Officer of the Army, upon the recommendation of his Executive
Officer, Major George O. Squier, announced the creation of the Aeronau-
tical Division within the Signal Corps. According to a pertinent office
memorandum, this unit was set up to handle all matters relating to “mili-
tary ballooning, air machines, and all kindred subjects.” Captain Charles
deF. Chandler, long interested in military aeronautics, was placed in charge
of the new division; while two enlisted men were assigned to duty under
his immediate direction.' The Army’s interest in and experimentation with
military aeronautics, however, long antedated the formation of the
Aeronautical Division in the Signal Corps. A Balloon Corps, for example,
was created during the period of the War Between the States; and then there
was the Balloon Detachment which served as a unit for a short period in
the Spanish-American War. Both of these organizations currently were
deactivated. Yet the Signal Corps, that branch of the Army most concerned,
maintained an active interest in the study of military aeronautics. Brig.
Gen. Adolphus W. Greely, who was appointed Chief Signal Officer in
1887, not only promoted the observation balloon service but also encour-
aged Dr. Samuel Pierpont Langley in his aeronautical researches. During
the period from 1892 to 1907 both Greely and his successor, General Allen,
called attention to the developments along this line at home and abroad,
and urged the adoption of appropriation measures which would enable the
Signal Corps to take full advantage of aeronautical experimentation as
related to military reconnaissance.

Immediately following the turn of the century interest in military aero-
nautics was enhanced somewhat by the experimentation of Langley and the
Wright brothers and the rise of ballooning as a sport. The latter was evi-
denced by the activities of the newly organized Aero Club of America
which, however, was interested as well in the more serious business of
helping to promote the progress of aviation in general. During the spring
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of 1907 the Signal Corps purchased a balloon from the Louis Goddard firm
in Paris. and in June detailed two enlisted men to acronautical duty.
Meanwhile, in view of the work of such men as Langley, the Wright broth-
ers, and Alexander Graham Bell, the Army’s interest in aeronautics had
turned chiefly to the heavier-than-air machine and controlled power flight.
It was not until August 1909, however, that the War Department acquired
its first airplane, which was purchased from Orville and Wilbur Wright
after having passed what for the time were rather rigid endurance and
speed tests.’

From its very inception the Aeronautical Division of the Signal Corps
was beset by two quite common though major problems. One was a lack of
sufficient funds, and the other inadequate personnel. As a matter of fact,
the money necessary for the purchase of the original military airplane
could not be secured through dircct appropriation of Congress; but the
Army was able to divert funds which had been earmarked for more general
purposes. During the next four years the Signal Corps received annually
relatively minor sums for acronautical purposes. The first legislative appro-
priation for military aviation as such, however, was not forthcoming unti}
March 1911 when for the fiscal year 1912 Congress voted to allow the
Signal Corps as much as $125,000 to purchase, maintain, operate, and
repair “airplanes and other aerial machines.”” As indicated by the records,
this figure was in line with the appropriations for 1913 and 1914.¢

The financial problems which faced the Aeronautical Division of the
Signal Corps in its early history were no more critical than those which
were presented by the personnel factor. In his annual report for 1910 the
Chief Signal Officer pointed out that only one officer, a lieutenant, and
nine enlisted men were assigned duty in connection with aviation. By the
summer of 1912 the entire air service consisted of twelve officers and
thirty-nine enlisted personnel. As General Allen explained, moreover, all
officers detailed to the Aeronautical Division must of necessity be detached
from the regiments or branches of the service to which they belonged. With
such uncertain status, therefore, they were subject to relief or removal from
aviation duty at any time. A much needed remedy lay in legislation which
would provide sufficient personnel so that officers assigned to aviation ser-
vice would be allotted regularly to the Signal Corps.*

Despite the repcated requests on the part of the cognate military
authorities, the national legislature was slow to make provision for the
increased personnel needs of the Signal Corps as related to the newly-orga-
nized Aeronautical Division. Between January 1909 and February 1913 no
less than five bills drawn up for that purpose made their appearance in
Congress, but none received the approval of that body. Eventually, on 2
March 1913 a gencral War Department appropriation bill allowed the avi-
ation service a minimum of thirty commissioned personnel and provided




INTRODUCTION

also that the pay and allowances should be increased by “thirty-five per
centum for such officers as are now or may be hereafter detailed...on avia-
tion duty.” Specifying that they should consist of lieutenants selected from
the line of the Army, a law of 18 July 1914 increased to 60 the maximum
number of aviation officers and made as well an allowance of 260 enlisted
men. It arranged also for the training of aviation students selected from
among unmarried lieutenants, not over 30 years of age, from the line of the
Army; created the ratings of junior military aviator and military aviator; set
up a graduated scale of increases in flying pay for those classes; and pro-
vided for the payment of benefits to widows or other designated beneficia-
ries of aviators killed in line of duty. Each military aviator should have the
rank, pay, and allowance of one grade higher than his line commission. Not
to be overlooked in this connection is the fact that the law in question actu-
ally created within the Signal Corps an Aviation Section charged with the
responsibility of operating all military aircraft, together with pertinent
appliances, and the duty of training officers and enlisted men in matters
relating to military aviation.”

The Act of 18 July 1914 not only gave the United States air arm statu-
tory recognition for the first time, but also provided the basic pattern for
that organization during the next several years. In order to clarify the dis-
cussion immediately following, however, as well as to indicate the general
theme for the whole survey, it seems appropriate at this point to stress the
fact that this study is not designed as a complete history of military avia-
tion in the United States, for the period indicated, nor even a treatise on the
different organizational forms assumed by the air arm. Rather, the aim is to
trace as accurately and concisely as possible the story of the struggle for
progressively greater degrees of autonomy on the part of this air arm,
denoted at different intervals by such titles as Aeronautical Division,
Signal Corps; Aviation Section, Signal Corps; Military Aeronautics; Air
Service; Air Corps (at times with the General Headquarters Air Force as a
coordinate component); and the Army Air Forces. The trends may be out-
lined briefly. First, there was a period of agitation for separation from the
Signal Corps, which extended well beyond the date of our entrance into
World War L. In point of time this dovetailed somewhat with a movement
for complete separation from the Army. The latter really took two forms.
Ardent enthusiasts insisted at first upon a Department of Aeronautics: but
when that appeared unlikely of attainment some urged the creation of a
Department of National Defense in which aviation would hold a position
coordinate with those of the Army and Navy. Neither was accomplished at
the time, of course, but in 1926 the air arm was organized as a Corps of the
War Department. Taking one form and then another, the controversy con-
tinued during the following years, but with varying degrees of intensity as
the Air Corps and the General Headquarters Air Force, subsequently orga-
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nized as the Army Air Forces, achieved a considerable degree of freedom
of action and prestige based upon the concept of air power as an offensive
arm. After Pear! Harbor temporary autonomy within the War Department
was made possible by virtue of the President’s special war powers. As
events developed, this proved to be the immediate precursor of parity, with
the Army and Navy, in accordance with the National Security Act of 1947
adopted early in the post-World War II period.

Naturally, no study of the struggle for autonomy on the part of the air
arm in the United States would be feasible without devoting some consid-
eration to the broader aspects of military aviation in general. For the ear-
lier part of the period, moreover, a preliminary discussion seems necessary,
even at the cost of a certain amount of repetition. As a prelude to the main
theme, therefore, the remaining portion of this introductory chapter will be
devoted to a brief resume of the history of military aeronautics down
through the passage of the Army Reorganization Act of 1920, with partic-
ular emphasis upon the changes which were made in the organizational
structure.

As has been noted, the Act of 18 July 1914 which created the Aviation
Section of the Signal Corps provided the basic organization for military
aeronautics in the United States over a period of several years. During that
time, however, due largely to events connected with World War I, there
were certain definite developments which paved the way for some material
changes in the structure. To these we now turn.

In a naval appropriation measure approved on 3 March 1915 Congress
created the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. Its duty, as
stated succinctly, was to supervise and direct the scientific study of the
problems of flight. Consisting of a maximum number of twelve, the mem-
bers of the Committee, subject to appointment by the President of the
United States, were to be allotted as follows: Two from the Aviation
Section of the Signal Corps; two from the office in the Department of the
Navy which had charge of naval aeronautics; one each from the
Smithsonian Institution, the United States Weather Bureau, and the Bureau
of Standards; and a maximum of five additional persons skilled in aero-
nautical engineering or its allied sciences.* As originally constituted one
month later, the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics had as rep-
resentatives of the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps Brig. Gen. George
P. Scriven, who in 1913 had succeeded General Allen as Chief Signal
Officer; and Colonel Samuel Reber. Its first naval aviation members were
Captain Mark L. Bristol, U.S.N., in charge of the Naval Aeronautic
Service; and Naval Constructor H. C. Richardson, U.S.N.° As a matter of
common knowledge, in the following years, especially in the early period
of its existence, this Committee rendered valuable advice and aid in mat-
ters relating to aviation in the armed forces.
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Partly as the result of a movement to separate aeronautics from the
Signal Corps and partly, one may say, because of the very poor showing
made by the air arm on the punitive Mexican expedition during the spring
of 1916, the National Defense Act adopted in June of that year included
provisions which affected advantageously the status of the Aviation Section
as related to personnel. Increasing the number of officers allowed, section
13 of this law distributed the total as follows: One colonel, one licutenant
colonel, eight majors, twenty-four captains, and one hundred fourteen first
lieutenants. It also eliminated restrictions relative to the detail of married
officers and those over thirty years of age and offered inducements in the
form of rank and flying pay to men volunteering for aviation duty from
civilian life.” Meanwhile a deficiency act of 31 March 1916 had allowed
the Aviation Section $500,000, the largest sum that had been appropriated
at any one time for Army aviation. This was followed in August, however,
by a grant of $13,281,666 for the fiscal year 1917."

Another board which had an important, though indirect, effect upon
the organization of military aeronautics in this country was the Council of
National Defense authorized by Congress on 29 August 1916 for the pur-
pose of coordinating the “industries and resources for the national security
and welfare.” Membership consisted of the secretaries of War, Navy,
Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor. The law specified that the
Council should be supplemented by an Advisory Commission made up of
a maximum of seven “civilian” members, each of whom should have spe-
cial knowledge relative to some industry, public utility or the development
of some natural resources.” In view of his subsequent services in the inter-
est of military aeronautics, Howard E. Coffin, the automobile manufacturer
of Detroit, probably was the outstanding man on this Commission, although
it included such well-known figures as Bernard Baruch, Samuel Gompers,
Julius Rosenwald, and Daniel Willard."

In March of 1917, just one month before the United States entered the
First World War, the Council of National Defense was reorganized so as to
include the Advisory Commission. Each of the seven members was made
chairman of a group of activities on which he was well-informed, with sub-
committees created for particular lines or phases of activity. In theory at
least, one of these groups served as a nucleus for the composition of the
Aircraft Production Board which, upon the recommendation of the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, was created by the Council of
National Defense on 16 May 1917 to help meet the industrial needs of avi-
ation by investigating the sources of supply and assisting in the standard-
ization of materials and parts. Really an advisory board to the Aviation
Section of the Signal Corps, and that without legal status, the Aircraft
Production Board originally consisted of Brig. Gen. George O. Squier,
Chief Signal Officer since February 1917; Admiral D. W. Taylor, Chief of
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the Bureau of Construction of the Navy; and four civilian members:
Howard E. Cofin, E. A. Deeds, R. L. Montgomery, and S. D. Waldon.
Coffin became its first chairman." With especial reference to the types of
planes selected for large scale production the Aircraft Board was ably
assisted by the Joint Army and Navy Technical Board, which was set up by
the secretaries of War and Navy."

The Aircraft Production Board existed as such for some four months,
during which time, incidentally, it sponsored the initial production of the
far-famed Liberty Motor. Meanwhile Congress, following frantic calls on
the part of our European allies for aircraft, and the subsequent increase in
public interest, passed what for the time werc huge appropriation bills for
military aeronautics: $10,800,000 in May 1917; $43,450,000 in June; and
$640,000,000 in July.' Incidentally, however, the Signal Corps found itself
in the rather anomalous position of being wholly dependent in its most
important function upon the committee of a committee which was in itself
a purely advisory body. Consequently, several of the civilian members of
the Aircraft Production Board were commissioned as officers in the
Aviation Section. Among them were Deeds and Montgomery. General
Squier placed the former at the head of the Equipment Division, Signal
Corps, which was created on 29 August 1917 for the purpose of formulat-
ing the general aerial program of the Army."”

At this time also, as will be taken up appropriately, there was further
demand for the formation of a separate department of aeronautics. Partly to
offset that movement, partly to alleviate further the awkward situation of
the dependence of the Signal Corps upon a committee of an advisory com-
mittee, and in an effort to make possible a greater degree of coordination
between the respective departments, the secretaries of War and Navy, with
the full consent of the Chairman of the Aircraft Production Board and the
approval of the President of the United States, recommended legislation
which would give the latter agency more authority than it held simply as a
subcommittee of the Council of National Defense." As a result, Congress,
by virtue of a law which was approved on 1 October 1917, created the
Aircraft Board. Strictly speaking, this act merely enlarged the old Aircraft
Production Board. Yet the new Aircraft Board was placed under the juris-
diction of the War and Navy departments rather than thc Council of
National Defense; and instead of six its maximum membership was set at
nine. These included the Chief Signal Officer and two other Army officers
selected by the Secretary of War; the Chief Constructor of the Navy and
two other Navy officers chosen by the Secretary of Navy; and three civil-
ians, one of whom was slated as chairman, to be appointed by the
President. The functions of the Aircraft Board, generally similar to those
laid down for its predecessor, were listed as expanding and coordinating
industrial activities pertaining to aircraft and parts thereof produced in the
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United States, and “to facilitate generally the development of the Air -
Service.” The law distinctly specified, however, that the power of actually
entering into contracts remained with the proper authorities in the depart-
ments making the purchases."

As indicated by the brief analysis of the act which has been given
above, the Aircraft Board was strictly an advisory body. This was recog-
nized by the Judge Advocate General and by the Secretary of War who on
25 February 1918 issued a directive listing the specific duties of the Board
as those which made it an agency to study requirements and the placing of
contracts, and also identified it as a clearinghouse for information between
the Signal Corps and the General Staff of the Army, and between the Army
and Navy.” By this time too the press and public opinion in general over
the country began to seethe with criticism of the Aviation Section of the
Signal Corps and the Aircraft Board because extravagant claims previously
made with reference to the future production of aircraft simply could not
be realized.” These factors, not to say an effort to counteract another move
for a separate department of aeronautics, were responsible for some funda-
mental changes in the internal structure of the air arm.

A preliminary step in the virtual reorganization of military aviation
came on 24 April 1918 when the War Department announced that there-
after the Chief Signal Officer would devote himself exclusively to the
administration of signals. In effect also two new units were created in the
Aviation Section. The Division of Military Aeronautics, under Brig. Gen.
William L. Kenly, was placed in charge of the training of aviators and the
use of military aircraft. Production problems were assigned to a Division
of Production under the directorship of John D. Ryan, the President of the
Anaconda Copper Company, who a few days previously had taken charge
of the Equipment Division of the Signal Corps. Ryan at the time was also
Chairman of the Aircraft Board which continued to exist as an advisory
body. Separation of functions with respect to designing and engineering,
the announcement stated, would be worked out between the two divisions
as experience dictated.”

Changes effected by War Department action on 24 April were
enhanced by the provisions of an Executive Order issued some four weeks
later. The Overman Act, approved on 20 May 1918, authorized the Presi-
dent for the period of the duration of the war and six months thereafter to
make such “redistribution of functions among executive agencies” as he
might deem necessary for the successful prosecution of the war.” By virtue
of this authority the Commander-in-Chief removed aviation from the
Signal Corps entirely, authorized the Division of Military Aeronautics to
procure and train the necessary flying and ground forces, and created the
Bureau of Aircraft Production to provide planes, engines, and equipment.
There was no change in key personnel. As a matter of fact the Director of
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the Burcau of Aircraft Production was the former Director of the Division
of Production, who ipso facto was the Chairman of the Aircraft Board.” As
actually constituted, the Burcau of Aircraft Production was made up for the
most part of the former Equipment Division of the Signal Corps, which
now became the Equipment Division of the new component.” Commenting
favorably upon the reorganization which had been effected by authority of
the Overman Act, some twelve months later General Peyton C. March,
Chief of Staff, stated that the division of the “Aviation Section...into the
Bureau of Aircraft Production and the Department of Military Aeronau-
tics...facilitated production and served to coordinate, for the first time, the
air program with the Army as a whole...[and] resulted in a marked and gen-
eral crease in the efficiency of that service...*

Although those who had been responsible for the changes made in the
organization of the air arm during the spring of 1918 may have visualized
the ultimate fusion of the Division of Military Aeronautics and the Burcau
of Aircraft Production to onc unit under a single director, the phrascology
of the Executive Order of 21 May did not clearly indicate such.”’ A War
Decpartment order issucd three days later, morcover, stated that no “Chief
of Air Service” in charge of both agencies would be appointed as long as
the Burcau of Aircraft Production existed as a separate burcau. Mcanwhile,
however, the duties of such a Chief of Air Service would be performed by
the Director of Military Aeronautics unless specifically assigned to the
other unit.*

As may have been expected, immediately following the changes
which have been outlined, an inherent organizational defect showed up in
the form of inadequate liaison between the two branches of the aviation
service. The reason was obvious. The Bureau of Aircraft Production was
responsible for the production of airplanes while the Division of Military
Acronautics was held accountable for their opcration and military effi-
ciency. Yet the method of selecting a type to be manufactured as well as
that of deciding whether a given plane was suitable for military use
remained undetermined. Thus neither set of officials could be held respon-
sible for the final production of an acceptable plane for the front.
Eventually this situation was solved in part by agrcement to the effect that
the types of plane to be put into production would be selected mutually by
the two agencics; but before a planc could be sent into combat it must
undergo a military test acceptable to the Division of Military Aeronautics.
Considerable time was lost, however, before the authorities agreed upon
this policy which might easily have been established in the beginning by a
unified agency. ¥

A definite stcp was taken in that dircction when on 28 August 1918
Secretary of War Newton D. Baker announced the appointment of Ryan in
the dual role of Second Assistant Secretary of War and Director of Air Ser-
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vice. In this capacity he was given supervision, control, and direction over
both the Division, of Military Aeronautics and the Bureau of Aircraft
Production, with full power to coordinate their activities and develop their
programs. This really meant the responsibility of procuring and furnishing
to the Army in the field all material and personnel required for the Air
Service.* Ryan’s appointment as Director of Air Service was of especial
significance to the air arm since, in addition to uniting under one head the’
two coordinate divisions in control of military aeronautics, it gave aviation
greater recognition in the council of the Secretary of War. Thus, in the
words of a contemporary observer of the period, the Air Service enjoyed “a .
prestige above that or any other branch of the military establishment.”* Its
position, as well as that of Ryan, was enhanced even more by the fact that
during this same month the United States Spruce Production Corporation,
the successor to the Spruce Production Division of the Signal Corps,
formed earlier to facilitate the supply of airplane lumber from civilian
sources, was created under the control of the Director of aircraft
Production.” .

As will appear also, the creation of the Office of the Director of Air
Service on 28 August 1918, with Ryan as the incumbent, was designed in
part to meet a renewed demand—both congressional and popular—for an
Air Service altogether separate from the War and Navy Departments. It so
happened that Ryan resigned soon after the signing of the Armistice on 11
November, before his new appointment had become fully effective in
actual operation. His resignation created a rather complicated situation, for
it left vacant not only the Office of the Director of Air Service but also
those of the Chairman of the Aircraft Board and the head of the Bureau of
Aircraft Production. Under existing laws and orders not all of his powers
could be transferred to a new Director of Air Service nor an Acting
Director of Aircraft Production. These circumstances brought about the ini-
tial step in the reorganization of the postwar Air Service to make it conform
to what the existing authorities regarded as the proper peacetime basis.
Following the recommendation of the secretaries of War and Navy, while
on the high seas bound for Europe in March 1919, President Woodrow

~ Wilson signed an -executive order providing for the dissolution of the

Aircraft Board which no longer functioned as such. It also placed the
Bureau of Aircraft Production immediately under the Director of Air
Service and vested upon the office rather than the man (as was the case
with Ryan) the powers conferred by law and executive order upon the
Director of Aircraft Production, so that its functions and prerogatives might
be assumed by any duly appointed successor.”

~ Meanwhile, Maj. Gen. Charles T. Menoher, who had served with dis-
tinction in the American Expeditionary Forces as Commander of the Forty-
Second (Rainbow) Division and later the Sixth Army Corps, was brought
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home to succeed Ryan as Director of Air Service.* Menoher’s position was
strengthened somewhat, of course, by the Executive Order of 19 March
1919. For some time to come, however, the whole organization was to
remain upon a rather tenuous basis; for, as the reader will recall, both the
creation of the Air Service per se in May 1918 and the reorganization in
March of the following year were based upon executive order. It was not
until 11 July 1919 that it reccived even a temporary or semi-statutory
authorization for separate existence. This was in the form of an emergency
appropriation to suffice through the fiscal year 1920. A similar provisional
authorization permitting the Air Service to retain until 30 June 1920 its
emergency officers constituting some ninety per centum of the commis-
sioned personnel was delayed until 17 September 1919.* Complaints about
these conditions were registered by both the Chicf of Staff of the Army and
the Director of Air Service, the latter stating that his organization during
this period suffered from the uncertainty of its future, losing many valuable
officers who would have remained had it “been possible to offer them such
certainty of opportunity as...granted by the Army Reorganization Act of
June 4, 1920.7*

Reference was made by General Menoher to a law passed by Congress
following extensive debates, hearings, and the reports of special investi-
gating boards and committees during the latter part of the year 1919 and
the first half of 1920, all relating either directly or indirectly to the ques-
tion of a separate department of acronautics. The Army Reorganization Act
of 1920 “created” an Air Service which at the same time, along with the
Infantry, Cavalry, Field Artillery, Coast Artillery Corps, the Corps of
Engineers, and the Signal Corps, was made a combatant arm or line of the
Army. It became also a supply branch. Increasing the personnel involved,
the law allowed one Chief of Air Service with the rank of major general;
1,514 officers in grades from colonel to second licutenant; and 16,000
enlisted men. It made further provisions for flying pay (an increase of 50
per centum while on duty requiring frequent and regular aerial flights),
specified that not more than 10 per centum of the officers in each grade
below that of brigadier general should be non-flicrs, and required that in all
cases flying units should be commanded by flying officers.”

The Army Reorganization Act of 1920 made no changes in the exist-
ing organic structure of the Air Service other than to abolish the Division
of Military Aeronautics which, incidentally, had existed in name only dur-
ing the fiscal year beginning on 1 July 1919.* The Burcau of Aircraft
Production, however, for several years continued to function in the settle-
ment of its war contracts and claims, and to discharge the responsibilities
placed upon it by the creation of the United States Spruce Corporation.*”
Stated briefly, the preceding pages represent an attempt to sketch the his-
tory of the organization of the military air arm of the United States through
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such initial stages as the Aeronautical Division, Signal Corps; the Aviation
Section, Signal Corps; the Division of Military Aeronautics-Bureau of
Aircraft Production Board combination; and, finally, the creation of the Air
Service. This discussion should provide a fairly adequate background for a
treatment of the different organizational structures in the period from 1920
to 1945. The latter, however, will be diffused appropriately with the central
theme of the whole study. Meanwhile the chapters which follow immedi-
ately will be devoted exclusively to the developments in the history of the
struggle for greater autonomy on the part of the air arm for the period cov-
ered by this introductory section. ’
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Chapter 2

Early Developments, 1913-1917

According to the available evidence, the first official suggestion relat-
ing in any way to the idea of a greater degree of autonomy for the air arm of
the United States Army came some three years after the Aeronautical
Division of the Signal Corps had been created in August 1907. It was nega-
tive in character. Stressing the need for increased appropriations and addi-
tional personnel, matters previously touched upon in this study, the Chief
Signal Officer in his annual report for 1910 expressed the view that under
the existing circumstances it would be impossible to furnish more officers
and men for the absolutely necessary training required in “airmanship.”
Apparently General Allen had in mind no plan to alter the structure of the
Acronautical Division nor the relationship of that unit to its parent body; for
he believed that if adequate funds were made available and additional per-
sonnel allowed, the existing organization could be made to work efficiently.'

Almost three more years were to elapse before there was a definite pro-
posal to change the fundamental basis of the aviation service in this coun-
try. This came on 11 February 1913 in the form of a bill introduced in the
House of Representatives by James Hay, the Chairman of the Committee on
Military Affairs. It offered as a substitute for the Aeronautical Division of
the Signal Corps an Aviation Corps which would be a part of the line of the
Army, subject equally with the other branches to the supervision of the
Chief of Staff. The Aviation Corps would be charged with the duty of oper-
ating all military aircraft and the responsibility of training all personnel in
matters pertaining to military aviation. All pertinent records in the Signal
Corps were to be transferred to the new unit, for which also the
Quartermaster Corps would be required to furnish the necessary material
and supplies. The measure called for a maximum of 33 officers, including
1 major, 2 captains, and 30 first lieutenants, to be detailed from other
branches of the service; specified that the commandant should be an officer
who had displayed especial skill and ability as a military aviator; and pro-
vided for the operation of an aviation school for officers and enlisted men.
Finally, the bill would allow additional flying pay in the amount of fifty per
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centum for all aviator personnel, and the payment of bencfits to the bene-
ficiaries of flyers killed in the linc of duty.?

For the time, the Hay bill was so extreme as to be called a “radical
measure” even by Henry Woodhouse, one of the most ardent aviation
enthusiasts in the country.” The War Department in general opposed the
measure; while, apparently quite perturbed over the prospects, the Acting
Chief Signal Officer, then Col. George P. Scriven, sought the opinion of Lt.
B. D. Foulois and other Signal Corps officers in an effort to bring about the
defeat of the proposal.* So far as the records reveal, the verdict at this time
was unanimous in opposition. From Lieutenant Foulois, for instance, came
an individual reply which, in view of his subsequent activities with military
aeronautics, proved to be quite interesting. He felt that at the time military
aviation had not developed to the point where it should be organized as a
separate unit of the Army. Until aviators had acquired special skill and abil-
ity in military aviation, moreover, Foulois believed that a non-flier should
remain at the head of the service.’

Complying undoubtedly with the request for a statement of their opin-
ions, an undetermined number of Signal Corps officers expressed in no
uncertain terms their opposition to the Hay bill. These men believed that
the proposed legislation looking towards the transfer of aviation to the line
of the Army “is unnecessary, inadequate, and instcad of increasing the effi-
ciency of aviation, will set it back for a number of years.” They asserted
that the Signal Corps was the first organization in the world to recognize
the utility of acronautics and to take the steps necessary for applying it to
the military art. In the United States military aviation definitely was a part
of the Signal Corps, and dependent upon it. Continuing, this group of offi-
cers held that in

the administration and operation of military acronautics the flicr of the machine
is but a part of the entire organization. There must be facilitics for proper the-
oretical and practical instruction; therc must be suitable tactical organization;
and there must be a suitable engincering force connccted with it to properly
select the machines and matericl, all of which exists in the Signal Corps. It
would seem that to properly administer and use this important adjunct to the art
of war, there must be an organization which is compesed both of fliers and
those who are skilled in the important details of the art, but not necessarily
actual fliers of machines. While aviation is in its first stages of development in
the Army it would appear to be an act of folly to swap horses while crossing the
stream, or, in other words, to place aviation on a new and untried basis.®

This stand against a separate Aviation Corps was supported officially

by a board, composed of officers then on duty connected with aeronautics
in Washington, which Colonel Scriven called together as of 24 February.

14




EARLY DEVELOPMENTS

Directed to study and report on legislation considered necessary for the
aeronautical work of the Signal Corps, this board recommended a measure
generally similar to Representative Hay’s proposal with the conspicuous
exception of the suggestion that aviation be separated from the Signal
Corps and made a part of the line of the Army. Apparently, however, this
was a studied omission. Particularly significant is the fact that the group
included Henry H. Arnold, then a second lieutenant in the 29th Infantry.’
Meanwhile Brig. Gen. William Crozier, Chief of the War College Division
of the General Staff, voiced strong opposition to the Hay bill. He con-
tended that the adoption of such a proposal would necessitate the duplica-
tion not only of airplanes, but also a system of procuring, storing, and han-
dling aeronautical equipment. Trained personnel, moreover, were already
available in the Signal Corps. This officer also opposed making military
aeronautics a part of the line of the Army because he felt its functions more
appropriately fitted in with the work of a staff corps. In these opinions
General Crozier was upheld by Maj. Gen. Leonard Wood, Chief of Staff,
and Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson.®

As might have been expected in the face of such pronounced opposi-
tion, the Hay bill never emerged from the Committee on Military Affairs of
the House of Representatives. With the glaring exception of the provision
relating to an Aviation Corps as a separate line of the Army and the amount
of flying pay allowed, however, the essential provisions of the proposal
were included in the War Department appropriation bill which was
approved on 2 March 1913.° Representative Hay doubtless was encouraged
by what little advantage in the interest of military aviation his previous
efforts may have gained; for on 16 May following he reintroduced his
Aviation Corps bill.”

The opposition accorded the second Hay bill was no less intense than
that offered to the first. Assistant Secretary of War Henry S. Breckinridge
regarded military aviation as “merely an added means of communication,
observation and reconnaissance” which “ought to be coordinated with and
subordinated to the general service of information and not erected into an
independent and uncoordinated service.”" In stating the views of the War
Department, Secretary Breckinridge asserted that the adoption of the mea-
sure in question would complicate matters by requiring that certain func-
tions already being performed by one branch of service be divided three
ways—among the Signal Corps, the Aviation Corps, and the Quartermaster
Corps. The first would be called upon to transmit information which pre-
viously the second had secured, while the third must furnish all necessary
supplies. By such a division of functions, moreover, the type of technically
trained personnel already existent in the Signal Corps must be provided in
the other two branches. Destined for a long time to come to “be an auxil-
iary of the line,” military aviation was still in an infant stage. Its immedi-
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ate future. therefore, could best be handled by the Signal Corps.” Here
Secretary Breckinridge struck a note which sounded in the testimony of all
who appeared before the Committee in August to oppose the bill. That is
to say, with respect to the suggestion of separating military aviation from
the Signal Corps they confined their arguments to the immediate present,
reserving the right to change their point of view as a result of possible
developments.

This list included several Signal Corps officers headed by Colonel
Scriven. Although naturally favoring an increase in aviation personnel at
the time, the Chicf Signal Officer felt that whatever might be the ultimate
disposition of military aeronautics in the United States its immediate future
rested with the Signal Corps. That branch of the service possessed the tech-
nical information and machinery necessary for the performance of the
work involved, as well as the personncl essential for duty as staff members
and administrative heads of the aviation scrvice. Aviators, on the other
hand, were young men who did not have the requisite scientific knowledge
and mature judgment. Finally, enlarging upon a view expressed previously
by Secretary Breckinridge, Colonel Scriven asserted that, since military
aviation was merely an added mcans of reconnaissance, obscrvation, and
communication (supplementary or additional to those effected by wire,
wireless telegraph, and the telephone), it should be coordinated with and
subordinated to the gencral service of information rather than erccted as an
uncoordinated and independent unit.”

Licutenant Foulois thought it was still too early to create an Aviation
Corps as a separate line of the Army, but stated that such a development
was only a question of time. Lieutenant Arnold felt that since under the cir-
cumstances the Signal Corps was doing all it could for aviation the situa-
tion was altogether satisfactory.” Of unusual interest in view of his subse-
quent fight for a separate air force was the stand against removing the con-
trol of aviation from the Signal Corps taken by Capt. William Mitchell at
these hearings. The two, he stated in substance, were not altogether differ-
ent. Aviation had shown that as a branch of reconnaissance service it was
still in an experimental stage.-1f we are going to build up that service, he
asked, “What is the use of trying to create a separate branch for this pur-
pose?” That would retard its development. On the other hand, the best thing
that could be done for military acronautics at the time, Mitchell thought,
was to increase the number of officers in the Signal Corps and give avia-
tors inducements in the form of rapid promotion. Mitchell believed, how-
ever, that eventually the Signal Corps might be absorbed by the Air
Service; or, as he said: “Instead, as some people think, of the acroplanes
being an adjunct of the lines of information, the lines of information may
grow to be an adjunct to the acroplanes, and very probably will.”"*
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Capt. Paul Beck was the only Signal Corps officer to testify in favor
of the Hay bill. It was his contention that aviation did not logically belong
to the Signal Corps, and never would. Of the four military purposes of the
airplane-reconnaissance, fire control for artillery, aggressive action, and
occasional transportation-only reconnaissance was a function of the Signal
Corps; and even it was not exclusive to that branch. Insisting that regular
Signal Corps officers were not trained to fly the machines, Beck claimed
that there should be as few intermediaries as possible between the men
doing the work and those controlling it. He stated that aviation should be
removed from the Signal Corps because there was no certainty that it
would attain size or importance under the existing organization. The longer
the Signal Corps controlled military aeronautics, he added, the stronger
would become its hold; and there would be less likelihood that aviation
would ever come into its own. Finally, Captain Beck asserted that the
Signal Corps claim to a technical knowledge of aviation was “a gigantic
bluff,” a statement which General Scriven in subsequent testimony branded
as “not only offensive but...untrue.”’* This little tiff between Beck and his
superior, incidently, might be regarded as a forecast of the friction which
was to grow so intense between the younger and older Army officers over
the general question of the place of aeronautics in the military machine.

Evidence seems to indicate that the members of the House Committee
on Military Affairs and other responsible officials, both civil and military,
were attempting conscientiously to make plans for a substantial air service
in this country. During the late spring and early summer of 1913 the prin-
cipal question in the minds of all concerned was whether this could be done
best within or without the pale of the Signal Corps. The August hearings
left no doubt as to what was the majority view of the members of that
branch on the question. Because of that intense opposition Representative
Hay was willing to drop his current proposal.”” Prevailing opinion, gener-
ally speaking, held that the crying need of aviation was additional person-
nel for its parent organization which in that respect had become exceed-
ingly hard-pressed after 1900 with the rapid development of radio-telegra-
phy and aeronautics. “Those who have witnessed the efforts made by the
heads of the Signal Corps to develop aviation without entirely slighting
other matters,” wrote the aviation zealot Woodhouse in July 1913, “can
" only admire their attitude.””® Some months later Secretary of War Lindley
M. Garrison said:

The more pressing needs of the service in other directions have limited the
activities of the department [War Department] in developing an adequate air
fleet and training personnel, but its intention is to develop this service in the
near future as rapidly as circumstances will permit...The most pressing nced of
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the aeronautical service is for trained officers and men. It has been impractical
in the past to detail a sufficient number for this important duty owing to the
demands of the service in other lines of work. The immediate requirements of
the acronautical service have been met by the Military Committee of the House
in a bill which looks to the creation of an aviation branch in the Signal Corps
which will be given sixty officers and two hundred sixty enlisted men for this
purpose. If this matter receives the approbation of Congress, the department
will be in a position to push the development of this most important branch of
the military establishment."

The bill to which Secretary Garrison made reference was one which
the House Committee on Military Affairs, acting upon the recommendation
made by the Chief Signal Officer following the hearings in August 1913,
had substituted for the Hay proposal.*” Encountering relatively little oppo-
sition in either house of Congress, this was thc mecasure which on 18 July
1914, instead of creating a separate air corps, gave statutory recognition to
the Air Service as the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps, and provided
the basic organization for military aeronautics in the United States during
the next four years.

Within some two weeks after the passage of the Act of 18 July 1914
Europe went to war. This conflict itself plus the accompanying threats to
the peace and security of the United States, which eventually brought about
the entry of that nation into the maelstrom, naturally affected developments
in the American Air Service. Although for thc most part these related to
general growth and organization per se, which have been sketched briefly
in the preliminary portion of this treatise, there was some further activity
bearing upon the question of a greater degree of autonomy for the air arm.
The relatively meager developments in that respect from the time of the
outbreak of the First World War until the United States became an active
belligerent in that struggle will be discussed in the remaining portion of
this chapter.

Basic to a clear understanding of any aspect of the question is a con-
ception of the ever-widening rift between a number of young aviation offi-
cers and their superiors, because of certain restrictions placed upon the
former by the Chief Signal Officer and the general apathy of the General
Staff and high War Department officials towards military aviation in itself.
Aviators found considerable support among certain air-minded organiza-
tions, such as the Aero Club of America and its affiliate groups, as well as
numerous individuals, including some members of Congress. The net
result was the beginning of a concerted movement to separate the Aviation
Section from the Signal Corps.

The initial impetus to be recorded here seems to have emanated from
outside Congress or any other governmental agency, civil or military; and
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was based upon the thesis, not to say statement of fact, that essentially avi-
ation was larger than its parent organization. Thus, to use a trite figure of
speech, for the Aviation Section to remain any longer as a part of the Signal
Corps would permit the tail to wag the dog. Progress in the science of mil-
itary aeronautics, particularly as was shown by the experiences of World
War 1, indicated that much of the work of the aviator lay more appropri-
ately outside the sphere of activities of the Signal Corps. Such, for exam-
ples, were range-finding, bombing, and aerial combat. Congress through
midyear 1916 at least had shown a disinclination to allow larger appropri-
ations for the Aviation Section than for the rest of the organization, even
though such were justified; for (and here we are reminded of “Billy”
Mitchell’s “prediction”) that would make the Signal Corps an adjunct of
aviation. Thus for the good of the armed services as a whole the two should
be separated. Reflecting the attitude of an economy-minded administration
so far as military appropriations were concerned, however, Congress had
failed to take the necessary action because of the expenses involved. At
least, these were the opinions and conclusions reached by such aviation
partisans as the aeronautical editor of the New York Tribune, the Aerial Age
Weekly, and Alan R. Hawley, President of the Aero Club of America.”

Meanwhile, with the apparent view of helping to pave the way for leg-
islation providing for an independent air service, early in January 1916
Senator Joseph T. Robinson introduced a resolution providing that a joint
committee of Congress investigate the Aviation Section of the Signal
Corps.”? By way of documentary and oral testimony before the Senate
Committee on Military Affairs in support of his resolution, Senator
Robinson made some rather severe charges which may be summarized
briefly. True conditions relating to the Aviation Section, he said, had been
withheld deliberately from high authorities in the War Department.
Misrepresentations as to the progress being made by aviators, moreover,
purposely and repeatedly were made to the department. Favoritism had
been shown certain officers. Actual investigation showed that the number
of qualified flyers was but little over one-half that claimed by the Signal
Corps. Most of the deaths resulting from military flights were due to the
use of antiquated equipment. And, finally, the training received by aviation
personnel in many respects was quite defective.?

Although it passed the Senate and received the approval of the
Committee on Military Affairs of the lower house of Congress, the
Robinson resolution failed to receive a majority vote in the House of
Representatives.” Consequently, the joint committee to investigate the
Aviation Section never was created. Yet in a manner of speaking
Robinson’s charges struck home. Shortly after they were made, the Chief
Signal Officer commented on the allegations in a communication to the
Adjutant General. Therein General Scriven blamed friction existing within
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the Signal Corps upon a “personnel of aviation officers...unbalanced as to
grades, young in years and in service, and deficient in discipline and the
proper knowledge of the customs of the service and the duties of an offi-
cer.” The motive behind their “unmilitary, insubordinate, and disloyal acts”
was an ambition to set up a new and independent organization for aviation.
The Chief Signal Officer denied the accusations made before the Senate
Committee on Military Affairs; but at the same time recommended that the
War Department initiate action to revise the law of 18 July 1914 with the
view of eliminating restrictions as to age and marital status imposed on
aviation personnel. This, he thought, would tend to bring into that service
older officers with more experience, and would reduce the number of dif-
ficulties which had beset the progress of military aviation.”

In the above report Scriven presented but little information regarding
the actual situation in the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps. Further evi-
dence, however, reveals the fact that court-martial proccedings against Lt.
Col. Lewis E. Goodicr, Judge Advocate of the Western Department, had
exposed “deplorable” conditions which may well have formed the bases of
Senator Robinson’s charges. According to an announcement by Secrctary
Baker on 17 April 1916, in addition to a presidential censure for Goodier,
the trial prompted the War Department to pass another upon General
Scriven because of his failure to supervise personally the disciplinary fea-
tures of administration. Col. Samuel Reber, the Chief of the Aviation
Section, received an official reprimand for showing disrespect to a coordi-
nate branch of government, failing to observe proper restraints with regard
to the personnel and pay of members of the aviation group, observing poor
business methods as related to disposal of government property in the form
of discarded machines, and for lacking that degrec of loyalty to his supe-
rior officer which would have saved Gencral Scriven and himself “from
censures now involved and this branch of the service from the public doubt
and criticism which has [sic] affected it unfavorably.” Relieved from duty
in connection with aviation, this officer was supplanted temporarily by
Captain Mitchell.*

Meanwhile Secretary Baker had directed the General Staff to make a
thorough investigation of the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps.
Appearing before the Committee on Military Affairs of the lower house of
Congress on 8 April, however, he stated the primary difficulty with the ser-
vice as he understood it was the impatience of young and eager men at the
regulations and restrictions imposed by their superiors, officers who knew
little or nothing about flying. There had been some indiscreet comment,
“tall talk” as he described it, but this had never led to insubordination.
These young men, Baker continucd,
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are said to desire a separate service for aviation, separating it from Signal Corps
work. and that involves two questions. A very large part of the control of any
branch of the Army is administrative and disciplinary, and has nothing to do
with the technical question of actual operation. So what you need in the
Aviation Corps [sic] is not to have another Corps, but a man of mature yet
severe judgment and trained disciplinary ideas to restrain the exuberance of
youth.

The Secretary of War apparently had his man in mind; for he indicated
that Lt. Col. George O. Squier, Signal Corps, then a military attache in
London and an official observer on European battlefields, had been
recalled to replace General Scriven as Chief Signal Officer. At the same
time he announced an intention, “so far as the War department is con-
cerned, to reorganize the entire Aviation Section.”” This led to an impres-
sion that the War Department planned to separate military aviation from the
Signal Corps, which was enhanced by a statement made a few days later.

In an announcement on 17 April, the Secretary of War was reliably
reported as saying that although theretofore the military air arm had been
regarded as a purely auxiliary service for scouting, carrying messages, and
to a limited extent in controlling gunfire, experiences in the European war
had shown that it could serve effectively on the offensive as well. In the
near future, he predicted, the United States likely would add armored and
armed airplanes and other fighting craft to its air fleet. In such case a new
organization must be created to handle this new fighting arm in order that
its work might be coordinated with the other service forces. Therefore, the
time had come when it would be wise to consider changing the relations of
the Aviation Section to the Army*

Regardless of whatever pertinent long-range plans Secretary Baker
may have had in mind, the fact remains that at this time the Aviation
Section was not divorced from the Signal Corps. Strictly speaking, then, it
may appear that Senator Robinson’s resolution and the subsequent agita-
tion failed to accomplish the desired end. Undoubtedly, however, they
served to direct attention on certain crying needs of aviation. These were
deficiencies which, as has been noted, were remedied in part by section 13
of the National Defense Act of 3 June 1916. Meanwhile a more ambitious
proposal to alter the status of military aviation in this country was initiated
by Congressman Charles Lieb of Indiana, who on 28 March 1916 intro-
duced what proved to be the first of a long series of bills providing for the
creation of a Department of Aviation.

Stated somewhat succinctly, Lieb’s proposal envisioned for aviation a
separate executive department with its head, the Secretary of Aviation, a
regular member of the President’s Cabinet. Functions and duties of the new
department were to include the development and improvement of the sci-
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ence of flying, the supervision and promotion of all aviation matters as
related to the Army and Navy, the expansion of commerce as might be found
practicable in the public interest, and the collection and dissemination of
related information. To the Department of Aviation would be transferred the
Aviation Section of the Signal Corps and the Office of Naval Aeronautics of
the Navy, together with all that pertained to those agencies. The latter
involved not only land, buildings, equipment of every kind, and all official
records; but also, for a temporary period, all personnel. Finally, within the
new department Representative Lieb would have the following bureaus:
Aeronautical Research, Construction, Land Operations, Learning, Motor
Power, Naval Aeronautics, Personnel and Accounts, and Signal Corps.”

This was no fly-by-night idea with Lieb, who was tremendously
impressed with the needs of American aviation as accentuated by the out-
break and progress of the war in Europe. In a vein probably more prophetic
than he realized the congressman was reported to have said shortly after the
introduction of his bill that in “time it is possible... the new air warfare will
be perhaps of so tremendous a character that, who knows, it might super-
sede Armies and Navies.”* Apparently few members of Congress accepted
Lieb’s views; for on the same day it was brought up, this proposal to cre-
ate a Department of Aviation was decently interred in the Committee on
Military Affairs of the House of Representatives.® The fact that it was
introduced, however, indicated that a movement for a separate organization
for aviation had found some strength in the national legislature, though
probably not commensurate with that which had been generated outside the
pale of government.” It was evident, too, that in case the United States was
brought into the whirlpool of war the question of a reorganization of the air
arm would be considered seriously by the executive branch of the govern-
ment, more specifically that part of it immediately in charge of military
affairs.

Meanwhile after making a study of conditions prevailing in the
Aviation Section, the General Staff recommended the eventual separation
of the Air Service from the Signal Corps. This met the approval of both the
Secretary of War and the Chief Signal Officer. Writing as of 3 October
1916, however, the latter stated, that military aviation should not be sepa-
rated from any technical corps until it was able to stand alone. That time,
he added, had not yet come. General Scriven felt that experiences gained
in this country and reports received from abroad revealed the necessity for
a number of changes and additions to any organic law contemplating a sep-
arate air service. He stood ready to recommend such alterations whenever
the question should be taken up.” Consideration was renewed in Congress
again, probably before the Chief Signal Officer (in the person of Maj. Gen.
George O. Squier after 14 February 1917) anticipated; for early in the fol-
lowing April Representative Murray Hulbert of New York and Senator
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EARLY DEVELOPMENTS

Morris Sheppard of Texas introduced in the House and Senate respectively
identical bills calling for the consolidation of american aviation into an
organization to be known as the Department of Aeronautics. Except for this
terminology the proposals were virtually identical to that which
Congressman Lieb had made twelve months earlier.* Hulbert’s and
Sheppard’s measure came on the very eve of the entrance of the United
States in World War 1. Further discussion of this dual proposal logically
falls in the succeeding chapter.
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Chapter 3

The Impact of the War Years,
1917-1918

The “joint bill” providing for a Department of Aeronautics with a cab-
inet member at its head, which was introduced in Congress just before the
United States entered the First World War, never emerged beyond the
committee stage. There is little reason to suppose, however, that this
proved to be a disappointment to its authors, Senator Morris Sheppard and
Congressman Murray Hulbert. In fact it is difficult to believe that the spon-
sors of the proposal really expected to succeed in altering materially the
organizational status of military aeronautics; but they did hope to arouse
public opinion to an awareness of its needs, so as to stir up an interest in
increased appropriations. At the outset, though, the proposal amassed sur-
prising strength.

Hearings on the bills were conducted during June and July. One of the
leading witnesses to support the idea of a Department of Aeronautics was
Rear Admiral Robert E. Peary who, without deprecating the importance of
a command of the sea, believed that the American air service of the near
future would be more vital to our safety than